DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Lewis and Clark Caverns State Park and Thompson
Falls State Park Permanent Easement Purchase.

April 7, 2014




MEPA Checklist

All Montanans have the right to live in a clean and healthful environment. This environmental assessment is intended to
provide an evaluation of the likely impacts to the human environment from proposed actions of the project cited below. This
assessment will help Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks and Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation to
fulfill their oversight obligations and satisfy rules and regulations of the Montana Environmental Policy Act (MEPA)

PART |. PROPOSED ACTION DESCRIPTION

1 Type of proposed action:
Development
Renovation
Maintenance
Land Acquisition

Equipment Acquisition

Other (Describe) Permanent easement purchase
2. If appropriate, agency responsiblefor the proposed action:
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks and Montana Depaminef Natural Resources and
Conservation.
3. Name, addr ess, phone number, and e-mail address of project sponsor:

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, 1420 Ea§b€ve, P.O. Box 200701, Helena, MT 59901

Montana Department of Natural Resources and Coatseny 1625 Eleventh Ave.,
Helena, MT 59601

4, Name of project:

Lewis and Clark Caverns State Park and Thompsds Btdte Park Permanent Easement
Purchase.

5. If applicable:

Estimated construction/commencement date: NA
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Estimated completion date: Summer 2014
Current status of project design (% complete): NA
L ocation affected by proposed action (county, range and township):

Thompson Falls State Park: Sanders County, T228Y\R Sec. 36, Lots 4 & 5
Lewis and Clark Caverns State Park: Jefferson §ouiN, R2W, Sec. 16

Project size:

(@) Developed:

residential.........ccccooeevviviiiennnnnns ___acres
industrial ...........vvvviiiiieeeeeennn. ___acres
Developed/ Recreational....... ___@bres

(b) Open Space/Woodlands/
Recreation................ 5@@res

(c) Wetlands/Riparian
Areas...........................acres

(d) Floodplain.................. acres

(e) Productive:

irrigated cropland...... acres
dry cropland .......... .... acres
forestry ......cccovvveeennns acres
rangeland................... acres
other.....ccooovviieiiieeen acres



8. M ap/site plan:

THOMPSON FALLS STATE PARK
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9. Narrative summary:

Project Description

The State Parks Division of Montana Fish, Wild§fdParks (FWP) and the Montana Department of
Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC) jointbppse the purchase of permanent easements by
FWP for school trust lands owned and managed by OERd leased by FWP for the 29.1-acre
Thompson Falls State Park in Sanders County ané4becre school trust land portion of Lewis &

Clark Caverns State Park located in Jefferson Goldth sites are managed under annual leases as
pieces of the Montana State Park system. Annaakleates are based on a percentage of appralsed va
and increase annually by 2 percent. By securamgnpnent easements, DNRC and FWP mutually agree
the proposal would fulfill the important missiongdénerating revenue to support education in Montana
while providing predictability for the long-term magement of these popular state parks. The beasfici
of revenue generated by DNRC on these parcelsrimtm Schools K-12

Thompson Falls State Park

Thompson Falls State Park is situated in west-aeNontana on the Clark Fork River, approximately
two miles northwest of the town of Thompson Fallsg has been leased from DNRC on an annual basis
since 1960 for the purpose of providing a publimpground and recreation site. The park provides a
public campground, a group camp area, picnic siselt®at launching facilities, and approximatel@0
feet of river frontage on the Clark Fork River fecreational access. A family fishing pond is teda
within park boundaries and is stocked with troutls FWP Fisheries Division. A bicycle and
pedestrian trail originating in Thompson Falls wihch the park in the third phase of constructioms
providing trail access between the park and toWmompson Falls State Park is popular for localyyea
round recreational access and also plays an imypadke during the summer by attracting nonresident
camping visitation and tourism activity to the commity of Thompson Falls and Sanders County.
Visitation to the park in 2013 is estimated at 5Z,8isits. The 2014 annual lease rate is $12,663.7

Lewis & Clark Caverns State Park

Lewis & Clark Caverns State Park is located in Bagist Montana in Jefferson County. Lewis & Clark
Caverns is Montana'’s first state park and was deségl as such in 1941. This is one of the state’s
margquee state parks, attracting over 70,000 vsséigrear. The main attraction of the park is guickace
tours within the caverns themselves where visitarsobserve natural cave formations and cave egolog
and learn about the history of the Lewis and Céaqiedition.

Park infrastructure located on this parcel of ttastd includes two miles of the main park accesslya
park maintenance shop, a pump house for the padtar system, two picnic areas, the park’s scenic
overlook, the upper visitor center, parking arélas,concession building and comfort station, and
approximately five miles of park trails. The 20ddnual lease rate is $4,773.60

Easement Costs and Revenue Generation for ComntmoSK-12

Permanent easements would result in FWP contirtoimganage these sites as units of the state park
system, while DNRC would retain ownership of thelertying property. FWP would pay full market
value of the property and hold easements oveudtese rights. DNRC would retain the mineral rights
The current appraised value of the DNRC lands %$®00 at Thompson Falls State Park and $640,000
at Lewis & Clark Caverns State Park. The Thompsalfs[State Park easement would be funded in part
by Avista Utilities as part of Clark Fork hydropomsettlement. FWP and DNRC have acknowledged
this appraisal value as valid and have agreedrsupiperpetual easements which would involve a one-
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time payment of the full appraised value from FWBNRC. This payment would be in place of annual
lease payments and invested into the State TrustaéPent Fund with proceeds being distributed to
Common Schools K-12, resulting in a slight increaseinds distributed toward education annually.

The average yield over the ten-year period enddi®has been just shy of 6%. If the economy
continues to recover, and the entire $915,000pesleed in the permanent fund and earns at leagi€%
year return, the annual earnings for the schoet tnould be $54,900

10.

11.

Description and analysis of reasonable alter natives:

a). Preferred Alternative:Purchase of permanent easement on state trudg imithin
Thompson Falls and Lewis & Clark Caverns State farkis alternative would result in
FWP purchasing permanent easements for the fulkeharalue of school trust lands
managed by DNRC within Thompson Falls and Lewisl&kCaverns State Parks. These
easements would effectively allow FWP to oversedasa resources of those parcels,
while DNRC would retain mineral rights and propestynership. These easements would
be in lieu of annual lease payments and wouldllftifie DNRC fiduciary responsibility to
generate revenue for the school trust, while samglbusly providing FWP with long-term
management stability at these state parks. Thefoposhe Thompson Falls State Park
permanent easement would be $275,000. The co3thiiewis & Clark Caverns State
Park permanent easement would be $640,000.

b). No-action Alternative:The no-action alternative would result in the toaration of
FWP paying annual leases for school trust landsinvithompson Falls and Lewis & Clark
State Parks. These annual leases would be basagermentage of appraised value and
would include annual 2 percent increases. Statoswpuld provide a revenue stream to
the school trust for as long as FWP can affordaiheual leases. Due to the long-term
uncertainty of State Parks Division operating buslgi is possible that at some point the
program may not be able to afford annual lease pagn This uncertainty will continue
to deter the infusion of capital and major mainter@afunding into these sites.

c). Additional Alternatives:FWP purchases a perpetual easement for eithendmn

Falls or Lewis & Clark Caverns State Park, butlmaih. This alternative could be utilized
to partially address the need for increased long-teanagement security for one of the
two subject state park units. All of these altéwes maintain revenue generation for the
school trust.

Listing of each local, state or federal agency that has overlapping or additional
jurisdiction:

(a) Permits
Agency Name: Permit: Date Filed:
| (b)  Funding




12.

13.

14.

Agency Name: Funding Amount:
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Lewis & Clark Caverns State Park $640,000
Thompson Falls State Park $275,000
(®) Other Overlapping or Additional Jurisdictiofsponsibilities
Agency Name: Type of Responsibility:
N/A

List of agencies consulted during preparation of thisenvironmental checklist:

Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Department of Natural Resources and Conservation
Sanders County Weed Department

National Heritage Program

State Historic Preservation Office

Name of preparer () of thisenvironmental checklist:

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

David Landstrom, Region One Parks Program Manager
490 N. Meridian Road

Kalispell, MT 59901

406-751-4574

dl andst r om@rt . gov

David Landstrom
Signed by:

(signature) (print)

Date submitted: April 7, 2014




PART Il. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FOR PREFERED ALTERNATIVE

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

1. LAND RESOURCES IMPACT

Will the proposed action result in:

Potentially
Significant

Comment
Index

Can Impact Be

Minor Mitigated

Unknown None

a. Soil instability or changes in geologic X
substructure?

b. Disruption, displacement, erosion, compaction, X
moisture loss, or over-covering of soil, which
would reduce productivity or fertility?

c. Destruction, covering, or modification of any X
unique geologic or physical features?

d. Changes in siltation, deposition, or erosion X
patterns that may modify the channel of a river d
stream or the bed or shore of a lake?

=

e. Exposure of people or property to earthquake
landslides, ground failure, or other natural hazal

=5
X

f. Other

This proposal would result in an administrative radp@ only and would not impact the continued useheke
properties as units of the Montana State Park syst&here would be no change to the physical enuient,
including land resources

2. AIR IMPACT

Will the proposed action result in: _ Potentially Can Impact Be Comment
Unknown None Minor Significant Mitigated Index

a. Emission of air pollutants or deterioration of X

ambient air quality? (Also see 13c.)

b. Creation of objectionable odors?

c. Alteration of air movement, moisture, or

temperature patterns, or any change in climategteit

locally or regionally?

d. Adverse effects on vegetation, including crops X

to increased emissions of pollutants?

e. Any discharge that will conflict with federal o X

state air quality regs?

f. Other

This proposal would result in an administrative rap@ only and would not impact the continued usdhete
properties as units of the Montana State Park syst@here would be no change to the physical enviknt,
including air resources



3. WATER IMPACT

| _ _ Potentially Can Impact Be Comment
Will the proposed action result in: Unknown None Minor Significant Mitiggted Index

a. Discharge into surface water or any alteratfisudace X
water quality, including but not limited to tempiena,
dissolved oxygen, or turbidity?

b. Changes in drainage patterns or the rate andrsrob X
surface runoff?

c. Alteration of the course or magnitude of flootkvar X
other flows?
d. Changes in the amount of surface water in artigrwa X

body or creation of a new water body?

e. Exposure of people or property to water-relateghrds X
such as flooding?

f. Changes in the quality of groundwater?

g. Changes in the quantity of groundwater?

h. Increase in risk of contamination of surface or
groundwater?

i. Effects on any existing water right or reserva®

j. Effects on other water users as a result ofadteyation
in surface or groundwater quality?

k. Effects on other users as a result of any iterén X
surface or groundwater quantity?

|. Effects to a designated floodplain?

m. Any discharge that will affect federal or stagter
quality regulations?

n. Other:

This proposal would result in an administrative rap@ only and would not impact the continued useheke
properties as units of the Montana State Park systd&here would be no change to the physical enuient,
including water resources
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4. VEGETATION IMPACT

; ; - ) Potentially Can Impact Be| Comment
Will the proposed action result in: Unknown None Minor Significant Mitigated Index

a. Changes in the diversity, productivity, or atamzk of plant X
species (including trees, shrubs, grass, cropsaqutic plants)?

b. Alteration of a plant community?

c. Adverse effects on any unique, rare, threatesreghdangered
species?

d. Reduction in acreage or productivity of any egtural land?

e. Establishment or spread of noxious weeds?

f. Effects to wetlands or prime and unique farrdian

g. Other:

The Natural Heritage Program lists two speci@gpripedium faciculatum (clustered lady's-slipper) andimulus
clivicola (North Idaho monkey flower), as occurring in Sasd€ounty. Craig Odegard, a botanist with therBlai
Ranger District also listeddllium acuminatum (tapertip onion) andCommon clarksis as species with limited
distribution. As previously stated, this proposaluld result in an administrative change only, eadild not impact the
continued use of these properties as units of tbatdha State Park system. There would be no impagtbysical
environment, including vegetation.

5. FISH/WILDLIFE IMPACT

: . - ) Potentially Can Impact Be|  Comment
Will the proposed action result in; Unknown None Minor Significant Mitigated Index

a. Deterioration of critical fish or wildlife hakit? X

b. Changes in the diversity or abundance of garimeas or bird X
species?

c. Changes in the diversity or abundance of nonggreeies?

d. Introduction of new species into an area?

e. Creation of a barrier to the migration or movenwé animals?

X | X | XX

f. Adverse effects on any unique, rare, threateoredndangered
species?

g. Increase in conditions that stress wildlife dapans or limit X
abundance (including harassment, legal or illegaldst, or other
human activity)?

h. Adverse effects to threatened/endangered spadiesir habitat?

i. Introduction or exportation of any species nasently or
historically occurring in the affected location?

j. Other: X

This proposal would result in an administrativergg@only, and would not impact the continued usith@de properties
as units of the Montana State Park systEnere would be no impacts to fish and wildlife agsult.
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HUMAN ENVIRONMENT

6. NOISE/ELECTRICAL EFFECTS IMPACT

Will the proposed action result in: Unknown None Minor ggﬁ%ﬂ?ﬁ Ca{,‘”{{gggﬁ Be Cm?f n
a. Increases in existing noise levels? X

b. Exposure of people to severe or nuisance rneistsl? X

c. Creation of electrostatic or electromagnetieaff that could be X

detrimental to human health or property?

d. Interference with radio or television receptéom operation? X

e. Other:

These sites have been managed as units of the MoS8tate Park System for over 50 years. This gaipoould not
change the status quo with regard to noise orradaceffects.

7. LAND USE IMPACT

; ; . ) Potentially Can Impact Be|  Comment
Will the proposed action result in; Unknown None Minor Significant Mitigated Index
a. Alteration of or interference with the produit§ihor profitability X

of the existing land use of an area?

b. A conflict with a designated natural area oaareunusual X
scientific or educational importance?

c. A conflict with any existing land use whose prece would X
constrain or potentially prohibit the proposed @t®i

d. Adverse effects on, or relocation of, residefices

e. Compliance with existing land policies for larsk,
transportation, and open space?

f. Increased traffic hazards, traffic volume, oeeg limits or effects X
on existing transportation facilities or patterfisnmvement of
people and goods?

g. Other:

These sites have been managed as units of the MoState Park system for over 50 years. This gadpeould not
create changes to the status quo with regard tbuse
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8. RISK/HEALTH HAZARDS IMPACT

: . - ) Potentially Can Impact Be|  Comment
Will the proposed action result in; Unknown None Minor Significant Mitigated Index

a. Risk of an explosion or release of hazardoustanbes X
(including, but not limited to oil, pesticides, chieals, or radiation)
in the event of an accident or other forms of gisan?

b. Effects on existing emergency response or emeygevacuation X
plan or create need for a new plan?

c. Creation of any human health hazard or potengizird? X

d. Disturbance to any sites with known or poterdégosits of
hazardous materials?

e. The use of any chemical toxicants? X

f. Other:

These sites have been managed as units of the MoS8tate Park System for over 50 years. This gaipeould not
change the status quo with regard to human rislealth hazards.

9. COMMUNITY IMPACT IMPACT

; - - _ Potentially Can ImpactBe|  Comment
Will the proposed action result in: Unknown None Minor Significant Mitigated Index

a. Alteration of the location, distribution, degsior growth rate of X
the human population of an area?

b. Alteration of the social structure of a commymit X

c. Alteration of the level or distribution of emptaent or
community or personal income?

d. Changes in industrial or commercial activity? X (positive) a9d

e. Increased traffic hazards or effects on exidtaugsportation X
facilities or patterns of movement of people andds®

f. Other:

9d.  This proposal would ensure that these propertiarage to provide recreational benefits to the camity by
ensuring long term inclusion in the Montana StatekRystem, while simultaneously providing revetathe
school trust.
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10. PUBLIC SERVICES/ITAXESUTILITIES IMPACT

: . - ) Potentially Can Impact Be|  Comment
Will the proposed action result in; Unknown None Minor Significant Mitigated Index

a. An effect upon, or result in a need for newltared, X
governmental services in any of the following aréees or police
protection, schools, parks/recreational facilittesds or other
public maintenance, water supply, sewer or sepitems, solid
waste disposal, health, or other governmental ces¥ilf so,

specify:

b. Effects on the local or state tax base and tesh

c. A need for new facilities or substantial altienas of any of the
following utilities: electric power, natural gagher fuel supply or
distribution systems, or communications?

d. Increased used of any energy source? X

e. Other.

Additional information requested:

f. Define projected revenue sources.

g. Define projected maintenance costs.

This proposal would not alter the status quo irarégo public services, taxes, or utilities.

11. AESTHETICS/RECREATION IMPACT
. . - _ Potentially Can Impact Be|  Comment
Will the proposed action result in: Unknown None Minor Significant Mitigated Index
a. Alteration of any scenic vista or creation obasthetically X
offensive site or effect that is open to publion?e
b. Alteration of the aesthetic character of a comitgor X
neighborhood?
c. Alteration of the quality or quantity of recriesial/tourism X

opportunities and settings? (Attach Tourism Report)

d. Adverse effects to any designated or proposkeHaniscenic X
rivers, trails, or wilderness areas?

e. Other:

This proposal would not alter the aesthetic ore&tonal setting of either of these sites. Thppsal would ensure
the long-term management of these sites as remngasources with the Montana State Park system.
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12. CULTURAL/HISTORICAL RESOURCES IMPACT

: . - ) Potentially Can Impact Be|  Comment
Will the proposed action result in; Unknown None Minor Significant Mitigated Index

a. Destruction or alteration of any site, structorebject of X
prehistoric, historic, or paleontological importafic

b. Physical changes that would affect unique cailtvalues?

c. Effects on existing religious or sacred uses sife or area?

d. Adverse effects to historic or cultural resosfce

X | X | X | X

e. Other:

This proposal would have no impact on the cultardlistorical resources of these sites.

13. SUMMARY EVALUATION OF IMPACT

SIGNIFICANCE

: : . Potentially Can Impact Be|  Comment
Will the proposed action, considered as a whole: Unknown None Minor Significant Mitiggted Index
a. Have impacts that are individually limited, bumulatively X

considerable? (A project or program may resultripacts on two
or more separate resources that create a signiétfant when
considered together or in total.)

b. Involve potential risks or adverse effects #ratuncertain, but X
extremely hazardous if they were to occur?

c. Potentially conflict with the substantive reguirents of any X
local, state, or federal law, regulation, standardormal plan?

d. Establish a precedent or likelihood that fulgtons with X
significant environmental impacts will be proposed?

e. Generate substantial debate or controversy #euature of the X
impacts that would be created?

f. Have organized opposition or generate substamitaic X
controversy?

Additional information requested:

g. List any federal or state permits required.

This proposal would not change the long-standiregaighese sites as recreational facilities withie Montana State
Parks system. The proposal would change the abu#darelationship between DNRC and FWP by changg
compensation from an annual lease agreement te-éiroa, lump-sum payment. This arrangement woubdige an
infusion of revenue into the state school trust floe long-term benefit of Montana schools, whilevuling
predictability for state park operating budgetsisTstability will ensure the continued use of thekes

as important recreation resources for Montana caonitras.
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PART I1I. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST CONCLUSION SECTION

1 Discussthe cumulative and secondary effects of thisproject asawhole. Theseareimpactsto
the human environment that, individually, may be minor for a specific project, but when
considered in combination to other actions, may result in significant impacts.

The cumulative and secondary effects of this prala® anticipated to be positive. This proposal
would alter the administrative relationship betw&&P and DNRC and would result in positive
outcomes for both agencies and the public. FWHdwealize a higher degree of long-term
administrative stability in managing these twoestadrk sites, as the need to budget for annual leas
payments would be eliminated. This stability wogitdatly reduce the chances that these sites
would be removed from the state park system dbedget shortfalls. DNRC would likely see a
slightly higher rate of return for the school trager time as a result of lump sum easement
payments for these parcels.

2. Based on the significance criteria evaluated in thisenvironmental checklist (Part I1),isan EIS
required? No

Due to the “no” or “minor” impacts determined inghieview and the results of the wildlife and
fisheries management agencies’ review, it is cateduthat the checklist level of review is
appropriate for this project.

3. Public Comment:
The public will be notified in the following manners to comment on Lewis and Clark Caverns
State Park and Thompson Falls State Park Permanent Easement Purchase:

¢ Two public notices in each of these papers: the Sanders County Ledger, the Missoulian, the Butte
Standard, the Bozeman Daily Chronical and the Helena Independent Record.

*  Public notice on the Montana State Parks web page http://stateparks.mt.gov/.

e Draft EA’s will be available at the FWP Region 3 Headquarters in Bozeman, The FWP Region One
Headquarters in Kalispell, and the FWP State Headquarters in Helena.

* A news release will be prepared and distributed to a standard list of media outlets interested in
State Park issues.

e Copies of this environmental assessment will be distributed to neighboring landowners and
interested parties to ensure their knowledge of the Proposed Action.

If requested within the comment period, FWP will schedule and conduct a public meeting on this
Proposed Action

Public Comment on this proposal may be submitted through April Wednesday May 7, 2014.

To comment in writing please send comments to: Region One State Parks
Thompson Falls/Lewis & Clark Comments
490 N. Meridian Road
Kalispell, MT 59901

To comment via email please send comments to: dlandstrom@mt.gov
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Affected Environment — The aspects of the human environment that maggehas a result of
an agency action.

Alternative — A different approach to achieve the same ohjeair result as the proposed
action.

Categorical Exclusion — A level of environmental review for agency antibat does not
individually, collectively, or cumulatively causggsificant impacts to the human environment,
as determined by rulemaking or programmatic reviavd, for which an EA or EIS is not
required.

Cumulative Impacts — Impacts to the human environment that, indiviguanay be minor for a
specific project, but when considered in relatiomther actions, may result in significant
impacts.

Direct | mpacts — Primary impacts that have a direct cause armetefélationship with a specific
action, i.e., they occur at the same time and pdache action that causes the impact.

Environmental Assessment (EA) — The appropriate level of environmental reviewdotions
that either does not significantly affect the hureamironment or for which the agency is
uncertain whether an Environmental Impact Stater{tei®) is required.

Environmental Assessment Checklist — An EA checklist is a standard form of an EA,
developed by an agency for actions that generatiglyce minimal impacts.

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) — A comprehensive evaluation of the impacts to the
human environment that likely would result fromagency action or reasonable alternatives to
that action. An EIS also serves a public disclesafragency decision-making. Typically, an
EIS is prepared in two steps. The Draft EIS isadipinary detailed written statement that
facilitates public review and comment. The Finks 5 a completed, written statement that
includes a summary of major conclusions and supmpmformation from the Draft EIS,
responses to substantive comments received onrdfe 1S, a list of all comments on the Draft
EIS and any revisions made to the Draft EIS anexatanation of the agency’s reasons for its
decision.

Environmental Review — An evaluation, prepared in compliance with thevisions of MEPA
and the MEPA Model Rules, of the impacts to the anmnvironment that may result as a
consequence of an agency action.

Human Environment — Those attributes, including but not limited tolbgical, physical,
social, economic, cultural, and aesthetic factoas interrelate to form the environment.

Long-term Impact — An impact, which lasts well beyond the periodha initial project.

Mitigated Environmental Assessment — The appropriate level of environmental review fo
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actions that normally would require an EIS, exdbpt the state agency can impose designs,
enforceable controls, or stipulations to reducedterwise significant impacts to below the
level of significance. A mitigated EA must demaagt that: (1) all impacts have been
identified, (2) all impacts can be mitigated beliwe level of significance, and (3) no significant
impact is likely to occur.

Mitigation — An enforceable measure(s), designed to redupeswent undesirable effects or
impacts of the proposed action.

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) — The federal counterpart of MEPA that applies
only to federal actions.

No-Action Alternative — An alternative, required by the MEPA Model Rul@spurposes of
analysis, that describes the agency action thatdarresult in the least change to the human
environment.

Public Participation — The process by which an agency includes intedesmtd affected
individuals, organizations, and agencies in denisaking.

Record of Decision — Concise public notice that announces the agsrusgision, explains the
reason for that decision, and describes any speatalitions related to implementation of the
decision.

Scoping — The process, including public participation ttha agency uses to define the scope of
the environmental review.

Secondary Impacts — Impacts to the human environment that are ictyeelated to the agency
action, i.e., they are induced by a direct impact accur at a later time or distance from the
triggering action.

Short-term Impact — An impact directly associated with a project ikaof relatively short
duration.

Significance — The process of determining whether the impafcéspyoposed action are serious
enough to warrant the preparation of an EIS. Apaot may be adverse, beneficial or both. If
none of the adverse impacts are significant, ani€ist required.

Supplemental Review — A modification of a previous environmental revidocument (EA or
EIS) based on changes in the proposed actionjshewkry of new information, or the need for
additional evaluation.

Tiering — Preparing an environmental review by focusingcdally on narrow scope of issues

because the broader scope of issues was adeqadtizBssed in previous environmental review
document(s) that may be incorporated by reference.
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MONTANA SPECIES OF CONCERN - THOMPSON FALLS AND LEWIS & CLARK CAVERNS STATE PARKS

SCIENTIFIC NAME

Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Accipiter gentilis

Falco peregrinus

Otus flammeolus
Dryocopus pileatus

Troglodytes pacificus
Oncorhynchus clarkii
lewisi

Salvelinus confluentus

Martes pennanti

Gulo gulo

Zacoleus idahoensis
Polygyrella polygyrella
Orophe cabinetus
Mimulus clivicola

Cypripedium fasciculatum

Montana Natural Heritage Program (January 31, 2014)

ON NAME

Bald Eagle

Northern Goshawk
Peregrine Falcon
Flammulated Owl
Pileated Woodpecker

Pacific Wren

Westslope Cutthroat Trout
Bull Trout

Fisher

Wolverine

Sheathed Slug

Humped Coin

A Millipede

North Idaho Monkeyflower
Clustered Lady's-slipper

GLOBAL STATE USFS

G RANK S RANK STATUS
G5 S4 SENSITIVE
G5 S3
G4 S3 SENSITIVE
G4 S3B SENSITIVE
G5 S3
G5 S3
G4T3 S2 SENSITIVE
G4 S2 THREATENED
G5 S3 SENSITIVE
G4 S3 SENSITIVE
G3G4 S2S3
G3 S1S2
G1G3 S1S3
G4 S27? SENSITIVE
G4 S3 SENSITIVE

20

BLM
STATUS

SENSITIVE
SENSITIVE
SENSITIVE
SENSITIVE

SENSITIVE
SPECIAL STATUS

SENSITIVE
SENSITIVE

USESA
STATUS

DM; BGEPA; MBTA; BCC

DM



